A Critical Analysis of the Australian Military Strategy
The extant Australian military strategy states an unambiguous claim to being a maritime strategy. While this is to be expected given Australia's unique geographical and economic factors, the articulation of what constitutes a maritime strategy in the Australian context is less clear. The generic terms employed seek to preserve future freedom of action for decision makers, but fail to provide the quality of strategic direction demanded to ensure constrained resources are effectively linked to realistic and achievable strategic means. The consequences of this situation pose significant challenges to the promotion of Australian national security objectives. Apart from the potential for a diffused effect in determining the capability and force structure requirements that flows from an overly broad approach, the deterrent effect of a stated military strategy is reduced by generalities that seek to achieve unrealistic objectives.
The maritime strategy that underpins the Australian military strategy is the right approach. It does, however, require critical review to ensure the maritime strategy is articulated in a sufficiently clear manner to provide unambiguous direction to guide decision makers and clear intent to the international community.
The purpose of this paper is to highlight the assessed deficiencies of the extant Australian military strategy as articulated in the 2009 Defense White Paper, in order to identify the vulnerabilities associated in comprehensive strategic and capability planning and development. This paper proposes a more focused and clearly defined explanation of what should constitute the Australian military strategy, in keeping with the maritime strategy theme, based on an analysis of the unique geographic, demographic, economic and political factors that shape this strategy. The rationale for a maritime 2 strategy as the dominate theme within any future Australian military strategy is based on a combination of enduring national characteristics and the development of the contemporary Australian strategic situation. This is critical to understanding the centrality of the maritime strategy as the approach that best reflects the strategic environment factors. The overall aim is to propose enhancements to how the maritime strategy is articulated to better inform a longer term and more holistic view of the key elements of the Australian military strategy.
Development of contemporary Australian military strategy
Australian military strategy has undergone significant change since the end of the Second World War and has involved an evolution over time to reflect the strategic challenges and changing environment. The most significant development at the outset of this period was the formation of the Australia -New Zealand -United States Security 'A primary requirement emerging from our findings is for increased self reliance.
In our contemporary circumstances we no longer base our policy on the expectation that Australia's Navy or Army or Air Force will be sent abroad to fight as part of some other nation's force, supported by it. We do not rule out an Australian contribution to operations elsewhere if the requirement arose and we felt that our presence would be effective, and if our forces could be spared from their national tasks. But we believe that any operations are much more likely to be in our own neighbourhood than in some distant or forward theatre, and that our Armed Services would be conducting joint operations together as the Australian Defence Force.'
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The most significant and subsequent adjustment in this military strategy was to occur following the release of the 1987 Defense White Paper that linked the Defense of Australia policy to military strategy and announced the consequent impacts on existing and future capabilities and force structure.
'The fundamental importance of the sea and air gap to our security gives high priority to maritime (naval and air) forces capable of preventing an adversary from substantial operations in that area. There could be a need to be able to conduct operations against the bases that an adversary was using for his attacks on us, and against his infrastructure. As our maritime forces would not be able to prevent an adversary from at least limited use of the sea and air gap, a primary task for us would be the protection of the bases from which our maritime forces operated. Ground forces would also be needed to take offensive action against the forces the adversary had National security policy had evolved over the previous twenty years to seek a more pragmatic balance between the fundamental requirement of the defense of Australia and national interests and the desire to make a credible contribution to wider security interests within the Asia-Pacific region and globally. In many ways, the extant military strategy is a combination of an earlier forward defense strategic approach, while retaining the primacy of the defense of Australia.
Analysis of the Australian military strategy
It is the contention of this paper that in seeking this balance, the strategic guidance provided by this central policy document has become too broad and diffused.
The flexibility to meet unknown challenges brings with it the consequence that the strategic guidance can be subject to multiple interpretations. While it is acknowledged that the retention of strategic flexibility and the constraints of a publicly available Government policy statement has inherent requirements to be broad in nature, it is also important that this document not be so broad as to lack utility in providing substantial guidance. The lack of a transparent statement of the military strategy required to enable national security policy has the potential to diffuse effort, confuse priorities and provide complex perceptions within the international community. This is particularly the case in military roles and implications for major capability. This is primarily evidenced by the imprecise language and broad generalizations that do not adequately establish the rationale for an Australian maritime strategy. A particular example is contained in the section that seeks to describe the military strategy; 'The ADF will, as necessary, tailor its operations such that we do not fight in a manner that sees a high rate of attrition and mass casualties among our forces. We will seek to avoid battle on unfavourable terms, apply force in a precise manner, in a way that the adversary is not expecting, and seek to overmatch at decisive points in battle.' 13 There is nothing of value in this statement in describing the national military strategy, that is arguably a basic premise of any military in the world and therefore of limited utility in describing the unique nature of the Australian maritime strategy. Of greater value would be the statement of a uniquely Australian maritime strategy that implicitly states the priorities that underpin the strategy.
Prior to any examination of strategic policy, it is essential to summarize the salient geographical, demographic and political characteristics that shape and define the strategic environment and the previous developments that have formed the contemporary strategic response and approach. The most recent Australian National Security Statement summarizes this inter-relationship as; 'Australia's approach to national security reflects who we are and where we have come from -our values, our geography and our history. Our national security approach has been influenced by our allies, neighbours and international partners, as well as by those who threaten our peace, prosperity and sovereignty.' While Australia's landmass is vast, including over 37,000 miles of mainland coast and sixth rank in size of the world's countries, the population is amongst the worlds smallest, particularly in relation to population density. Despite the abundance in natural resources and landmass area, paradoxically, Australia's population is constrained primarily to the coasts due to the inhospitable nature of much of the central landmass.
In the context of future security challenges this is a defining factor as noted in the 2009
Defense White Paper as; 'the convergence of trends such as global demographic change and population movements, environmental and resource pressures (whether caused by climate change or other dynamics), global public health risks and even transnational crime will increase the risk of conflict over resources, political instability in fragile states and potentially destabilising mass migration flows.' 16 It is therefore assessed that any one of these broad security challenges would directly impact on the ability of Australia to sustain significant increases to population, while maintaining a relatively high quality of life. Despite being a Service level document, the description of the primary roles of military power are inherently joint in nature and therefore offers far more than a narrow examination of seapower in isolation.
The greatest utility of this description of the Australian maritime strategy is the conclusion drawn from analysis of maritime strategic thought that Australian military power should focus on three primary roles -sea control, sea denial and power projection. 23 A clear understanding of the requirements to achieve these roles is central to assessing the utility of graduated levels of maritime strategy as the central nature of an Australian military strategy. This is of particular relevance to the Australian application of a maritime strategy that seeks to achieve sea control as a central element of the military strategy in the defense of Australia and national interests. Sea control has traditionally been defined by the concepts espoused by theorists such as Alfred Thayer Force demands a similarly realistic expectation of the scope of military strategy to ensure the most appropriate force structure and capability conclusions are drawn. There is little future expectation that these factors will alter significantly and therefore the concept of sea control should be re-defined to reflect the highly constrained circumstances under which the Australian maritime strategy considers this a viable concept, in order to better focus the intent and requirements of the strategy.
Based on this assessment of the limited nature of sea control within the Australian context, the concept of sea denial must be examined in priority to sea control within the maritime strategy framework. Sea denial is defined as 'the aim of prevention of the use of the sea by another force against us. This is defined as the condition that exists when an adversary is denied the ability to use an area of sea for its own purposes for a period of time. Sea denial implies a more passive posture where the emphasis is on defense (although this does not preclude the employment of offensive capabilities), and where the initiative is likely to remain with the attacking power.' 30 Implicit within this definition is the assessment of the relative incapacity of the Australian Defense Force to realistically achieve the demands of sea control within the vastness of the Primary Operational Environment, due to the constraints of economic and demographic factors that preclude a significant increase in force structure and capabilities in the near term. A strategic approach based primarily on sea denial reflects these accepted constraints and limitations to the capacity of Australian military power and therefore demands greater adaptability within the available resources to achieve self-reliant defense of Australia and national interests. Any country's ability to achieve sea control or sea denial is directly reflective of their respective military capacity due to specific national characteristics; 'The balance that navies strike between sea denial and sea control is mainly a function of their strength relative to the putative opposition and 20 the geo-strategic conditions that apply in particular areas of concern. Broadly, the further away from the main source of their maritime power and the weaker they are compared to the threat, the more likely they are to veer towards sea denial.' Sea denial provides a realistic and achievable asymmetric advantage over likely adversaries who have the capacity to impose sea control for their own purposes that could significantly impact on Australian national interests. This premise has a profound impact on how Australian military strategy can be refined and described as the Australian military strategy is themed as a maritime strategy to reflect the unique strategic environment. Therefore the utility of a sea denial concept as the primary way of promoting Australian strategic objectives has greater potential to focus effort and intent. This premise demands a subsequent examination of the means that would be required to achieve a maritime strategy that reflects a sea denial concept as central to the achievement of national security objectives. While a detailed examination of force structure and capabilities is beyond the scope of this paper, fundamental principles that shape these outcomes can be identified.
Sea denial does not demand mass, but does require the ability to accurately place capabilities that can frustrate a larger, even more capable opponent's capabilities attempting to dominate specific regions. The key characteristics that are assessed to be required to enable sea denial as both deterrent and response within the Australian strategic context are high technology capabilities and regional reach and persistence. This assessment has profound impact on the nature of the Australian military strategy and the consequent derivation of force structure and capability factors.
Although an examination of these consequent factors is beyond the scope of this paper, an acceptance of sea denial as the dominant theme within this maritime strategy as opposed to the size, variety and sustainment of capabilities required to realistically achieve sea control within the Primary Operational Environment is assumed as significantly different in capability type and characteristics. Sea denial as the foundation for the Australian maritime strategy is also more likely to maintain relevance into the longer term, given the widely accepted assumption of the relative limitations in capacity of Australia's military power due to economic and demographic factors.
There is a strong inter-relationship between the three aspects of the Australian maritime strategy -limited sea control, sea denial and maritime power projection. As proposed earlier, the extant and projected capacity of Australian military power due to inherent economic and demographic characteristics will preclude the self reliant capability for anything other than limited sea control and demand a greater reliance upon sea denial effects. This capacity for sea control may however be required to enable maritime power projection effects in a higher threat environment to promote
Australian national security interests. Therefore the relative capacities of each element of the maritime strategy must be closely examined during subsequent force structure and capability analysis to ensure the complementary factors are balanced and sustainable.
Conclusion
This paper has not examined the consequent analysis required to determine the appropriate force structure and capabilities for an effective maritime strategy, as this is a secondary effect that has consumed the focus and effort that would have been more The current effort in revising the 2009 Defense White Paper is a timely opportunity to correct these assessed deficiencies to ensure greater clarity in the requirements for military power that are appropriately prioritized. Achieving this enhancement by a more precise rationale for the maritime strategy gives greater substance to how military power assures Australia's national security and contributes to the security of our regional partners.
